2$k 

It was returned not by "notation" but with, a revealing covering letter. 
The first document is, confusingly, the last as numbered in this se- 
quence of the committee's exhibit. To make it more confusing still, 
when this document is later referred to, its exhibit identification is 
omitted. Where no confusion is helpful, the committee accumulated more 
when Irvin entered the documents into the record. Pirst, after reading 
the exchange with the White House, he said that "in order to have the 
things in consecutive order, that we ask the witness if he can identify 
all the copies of the documents referred to in this letter.” This seems 
simple enough but it took palaver between Bean and his counsel and the 
members, ending with Baker's statement that it would be "appropriate" 
for Dean and his counsel to confer in private, then Ervin's "I agree 
with you absolutely," which was followed by a recess. 

After this recess, Ervin asked, "Gan you identify these documents 
as being true copies, with certain deletions of matters relating to 
foreign intelligence, as being copies of the documents you delivered to 
Judge Sirica?" 

Dean made the identification. u?he transcript then reads, "[The 
documents referred to were marked exhibits Nos. 35 thru 42.]" 

Whether or not the recess was really intended for Dean to identify 
the papers he took from the White House, what followed it was the ar- 
rangement by which it is not possible to follow the "thing in consecu- 
tive order," the ostensible purpose of interrupting for all this razz- 
matazz . 

Ervin's dramatic resumption after Dean's identif icstion of the 
exhibits makes it still more confusing. 

"There is one other document. I am going to ask Mr. George Mur- 
phy. Deputy Director of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, who has 
had custody of the documents since they were delivered by Judge Sirica's 
order to this committee, to show you another document which is no 
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included among those ...” 

The joint Atomic committee had supersafe safes. Dean identified 
this "other document^'’," this one "which is not included among those 
copies," Ervin's words, as "a Special Report Interagency Committee on 
Intelligence Ad Hoc dated 1970 with the chairman indicated J. Edgar 

Hoorver, with a classification on it." [sic] 

This is not a court reporter's transcription of stenograph notes. 

It comes from a document. 

But that is not a separate document. It is, in fact, the first 
in the series, the one the incautious or inexperienced, were it ever to 
be checked, would expect to be no p exhibit - not in the record at all 
from Ervin's words. It is the first of this series. Exhibit 35> described 
in the Ervin-Baker letter as "entitled Special Report Interagency Com- 
mittee Intelligence ..." 

It turns out to be neither separate nor Exhibit 35* It is Exhib- 
it i|3, an identification added afterward by the court reporter. The 
committee^ later summary describes its fate, "submitted for identification 
only, not for publication, and will be retained in the files of the com- 
mittee." 

Prom this treatment and added description, we cannot know the 
contents of its 43 pages. We have a notion because Huston referred to 
them in his "Recommendations," where the subheads coincide with cited 
pages of it. We know also from the Baker-Ervin letter that it is not 
100 percent on "foreign intelligence," which would be regarded as "na- 
tional security" information. If the Ervin-Baker description is not 
Nixonian - anything and everything, especially what could embarrass him, 
was "national security" to Nixon - then at most only some of the 43 pages 
are legitimately of "national security" content. Their words are "re- 
lates in substantial part." With 43 pages, it would seem that what 
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’’relates in substantial part” to domestic - illicit - intelligence 
could have bee^made available to Hie people without jeopardy to any ex- 
cept official lawbreakers. 

It appears to have been counsel Leonard Garment, who had been in 
Nixon's law firm, who responded so rapidly. He did not ask the commit- 
tee to wothhold anything . On behalf of the President all that was said 
is tha ’’Gommittee should use its discretion." It went unnoticed public- 
ly, but in this early White House testing of the real intentions of the 
Senate's committee, it is disclosed that "the agencies having responsi- 
bilities in the foreign intelligence areas have provided extensive advice ’ 
to the committee. Also, the White House understanding, from committee 
counsel, is that "the Gommittee intended to utilize only those portions 
relating to domestic intelligence activities." The White House inter- 
posed no objection to this, verbally or in the confirming letter. 

What Nixon did not ask to have suppressed the Ervin committee 
suppressed on its own, some of "those portions relating to domestic in- 
telligence activities." These fall within the specifics of the commit- 
tee's mandate and on that score alone require ventilation. They are 
also the gang-bang ravishers of the doyen's true love, the Constitution. 
Because they violate it and the law and because this committee had a re- 
sponsibility to investigate so that remedial legislation could result, 
its suppression of those parts of the 43~P a S e study dealing with illicit 
domestic spying, not "foreign intelligence," is not in accord with the 

committee's mandate or its public posture. 

Only those who have access to the Huston "Recommendations other 
than by the altered version in the committee's record can judge fully 
the fidelity of the Ervin-Baker representation of "substantial" foreign- 
intelligence content, the apparent excuse for committee suppression of 
what all citizens and all lawyers who defend citizens against political 
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charges should know. A dependable judgment can be made from the commit- 
tee's edited version from which these descriptions are quoted. Page 
references are to the report of the Interagency Committee: 

B« Electronic Surveillances and Penetrations, (pp. 26-28) 

Present procedures should be changed to permit intens if icat ion 
of coverage of individuals and groups In the United States who 
pose a major threat to the internal security . [Emphasis added J 

C. Mail coverage , (pp. 29-31) Restriction on legal coverage 
should be removed . 

D. Surreptitious Enfery . (pp. 32-33) ••• present restrictions 

should be modified to permit selective use of this technique 
against other urgent and high priority internal security targets. 
[Emphasis added] 

E. Campus sources , (pp. 3 ip- 36 ) Present restrictions should be 
relaxed ... 

F. Use of Military Undercover Agents , (pp. 37-39) Present 
restrictions should be retained. 

All these relate to domestic spying, not ’’foreign intelligence." 

I 

WAth Item "F" we have seen this is a ghoulish joke. It should 
have been particularly painful to Ervin and his staff after the Huston 
memo was written and prior to these hearings for he investigated the 
wholesale spying on Americans within the United States by military un- 
dercover agents. 

Retaining "present restrictions" is Orwell for continuing no 
restrictions . 

In any event, whatever Ervin and Baker may have had in mind by 
"substantial" reference to foreign intelligence operations only , from 
what the committee did not entirely suppress, except for the first (sup- 
pressed) item and the budget that takes up the next two pages, all of 
this is domestic - spying on Americans. The suppressed Interagency 
report itself eliminates any doubt about pages l±2 and ip3 , the subject 
of which is " MEASURES TO IMPRO¥E DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS ." 

Its recommendation is the one Nixon approved. That text the Ervin com- 
mittee also suppressed. 

This and related documents it suppressed - after they were leaked 
They were no longer real secrets. 
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If - and the committee wrote the 'White House that they had been 
leaked, as the White House did not have to be told - there was any reason 
to suppress these documents from foreign governments, that reason did not 
exist after leaking and publication. Thereafter suppression denied this 
information to the American people pni y T 

And, of course, to the legislators who never have time to dig 
things out anyway. 

All foreign intelligence services exhaust the contents of United 
States public sources. 

Had these and other documents not been leak&cl, it would not be 
possible to make the added evaluation of the committee’s intent that 
follows . 

The leaks leave little doubt about what was suppressed or t he de- 
liberateness of the intent to suppress it. 

The committee’s alteration of Huston's '’Recommendations” is so 
thorough it began by eliminating this title, which makes use of it by the 
tiny number with access that much more difficult. (It is Exhibit 35, not 
the first document in the Srvin-Baker letter, but the second.) 

The means by which the committee memory-holed its own evidence 
comes right from the FBI and Warren Commission. They re-Xeroxed after 
marking with paper what they wanted to suppress. In eliminating the title 
the committee also eliminated some handwriting, leaving not enough to de- 
cipher but enough to establish that there was handwriting, as in "approvec 

Right off the bat they eliminated Huston's first subdivision, those 
"Recommendations." Of his opening titling they eliminated all but a 
single line, not the first. The one remaining line of typing in the ex- 
hibit reads, 11 OPERATIONAL RESTRAINTS ON INTELLIGENCE OQT.T.iafyPTrHJ , n Wi&t if 
suppressed includes all of his ” A. Interpretive Restraint on Communicatioi 
Intelligence ,” which coincides with the first half of the U3-page report. 
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Here are the words of text the committee eliminated: 

RECOMMENDATION: Present interpretation should be broadened to 

permit and program for coverage by N.S.A. of the communications of 
U.S. citizens using international facilities. 

RATIONALE: The F.B.I. does not have the capability to monitor 

international communications. N.S.A. is currently doing so on a 
restricted basis, and the information is particularly useful to 
the White House and it would be to our disadvantage to allow the 
F.B.I. to determine what N.S.A. should do in this area without 
regard to our own requirements. No appreciable j»xxk risk is 
involved in this course of action. 

This could not more explicitly lay out illegalities, violation 
of the law by government "interpretation,” to spy on Americans only and 
within the United States only, for Nixon only, and not for whatever le- 
gitimate purposes might be served, which are within the jurisdiction of 
the FBI only . The FBI is frozen out, not trusted. Only the super- 
secret National Security Agency is worthy of Nixon's trust. 

Nor is this to Be done within the law. It is by special Nixonian 
"interpretation," as displayed in the Shrlichman-Haldeman-Moore-Buchanan 
testimony, where day becomes night, black is white and up is down by 
their "interpretation," not in fact. 

When this business of 'Interpretation" reached Nixon's own packed 
Supreme Court, as it did with Mitchell's illegal electronic spying on 
Americans, it was outlawed. 

Why the committee making the pretensions of Ervin's - and especi- 
ally with a chairman so vocally dedicated to the free exercise of all 
their rights by all Americans - would hide Nixon's monstrous plot against 
all freedom of American communications, has to be conjectured. It is not 
immediately apparent. 

Nor is why it would suppress so thorough a precedent for and ap- 
proximation of what the CREEP did for Nixon at The Watergate. This com- 
mittee, it should never be forgotten, had a legislative function only. 
All else, like publicity, is secondary and has no independent right to 




exist. Congressional committees raufet have a legislative purpose or 
they are illegal. 

Gan there be a more urgent legislative need than the most dili- 
gent possible pursuit of the totality of official subversion, this all- 
encompassing denial of all rights and freedoms and these official ille- 
galities? 

The committee excised more, hiding more. 

Under " B. Electronic Surveillances and Penetrations” it Big- 
Brothered thisj 

Also, present procedures should be changed to permit intensifi- 
cation of coverage of foreign nationals and diplomatic establish- 
ments in the United States of interest to the intelligence community. 

As of this point in Nixon’s time, what was not leaked is that 
"less than (63 or 6ij. perhaps?) electronic penetrations are operative.’ 
This means that bugs and taps were active in that many cases, against 
"foreign nationals and diplomatic establishments in the United States." 

Does this remind of all those atypical burglaries of Chilean dip- 
lomats in New York and Washington, and of the strong suggestions of in- 
volvement in them of The Watergate mob? 

T^/5 

Tja&*^does not relate to spying on Americans. It does relate to 
other improprieties and it does say that the White House is paranoid, 
fpr Hoover was no slouch at spying. This was within the FBI's jurisdic- 
tion. 

The only "intensification" possible was an official license to 
violate the law. 

The committee appears to have consolidated the first two of 
Huston's pages into one with its Xeroxing, thus hiding the extent of 
what it eliminated. Perhaps that accounts for the elimination of a 
single line of typing, a harmless, meaningless last line in the second 
paragraph. It also eliminated parts of the third and fourth paragraphs 
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tliat probably are consistent with the above. The end of the fourth, 
which is preceded by the statement that Hoover considered rt ex is ting cov- 
erage" of foreign diplomats adequate, disagrees and cites authority for 
holding the FBI deficient. 

C.I.A. and N.S.A. note that this is particularly true of diplo- 
matic establishments, and we have learned at the White House that 
this is also true of New Left groups. 

To the Nixon White House, anyone to the left of the late, there- 
lamented John Birch, qualified as "New Left." Regardless of its politi- 
cal irrationality, this ls_ spying on Americans, those Nixon does not like 

than 

to a greater degree/that by Hoover and the FBI. 

Who knows or fan know what at any time is or could be "New Left" 
to the Nixon White House? That it can be anyone is indicated by one page 
of Nixon’s official "Enemies" list, an insertion headed "Celebrities." 
There these desperadoes are listed: "Carol Charming, actress; Bi&l Cosbj 

actor; Jane Fonda, actress; Joe Namath, New York Giants, businessman, 
actor [he is a football star]; Paul Newman, actor; Gregory Peck, actor; 
Tony Randall, actor; Barbra Streisand, actress." A|fhandwritten after- 
thought is "Dick Gregory," who either defied description or was deemed 

sufficiently dangerous to need no^e. 

Under " G, Mail Coverage ," the entire recommendation except for 

the previously quoted sentence was eliminated. It reads. 

Also, present restrictions on coverfr coverage should be relaxed 
on selected targets of priority foreign intelligence and internal 
security interest. 

"Internal security" again. It permeatfes the entire plan and all 
the committee’s suppressions. Translated out of spook lingo, this means 
that the mail of all Americans could be opened, with Nixon’s sanction 
and only because he wanted it dune. It is against law and Constitution, 
those protections to which Ervin so glowingly plights his troth on cam- 



Is there any American who does not use 



era . 



This was not on camera. 
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the mail, who could not be spied on this way? 

The entire short first paragraph of the recommendation under 
"D. Surreptitious Entry” is gone from the committee’s record. It reads: 

Present restrictions should be modified to permit procurement 
of vitally needed foreign cryptographic material. 

Except with the Neanderthal minds Nixon brought to the White House 

and placed in the executive agencies, this would seem to be restricted 

to "foreign intelligence.” However, when these men actually believed 
find ^ . , 

they would/proof of Castro’s and North Viet Nam’s subsidizing of w 

McGovern, and that in writing and in Larry O’Brien's headquarters, is 

anything not "foreign" to Nixonian spooks besides reason? 

Under " Rationale" the first two paragraphs spelling out just how 
this "is clearly illegal; it amounts to burglary" but is so wonderful, 
remain in the committee’s record. Both have brackets dwawn on the right 
side. In eliminating the third paragraph, part of tie bottom of the seeon 
bracket was masked. The entire fifth paragraph is gone. What the com- 
mittee expunged with the third is: 

N.S.A. has a particular interest since it is possible by this 
technique to secure material with which N»S»A. can break crypto- 
graphic codes. We spend millions of dollars attempting to break 
these codes by machine. One successful surreptitious entry can 
do the job successfully at no dollar cost. 

Rather than remind the reader of all those pithy Sayings of Chair- 
man Sam going back to Genesis, it may be more fruitful and is no less 
pertinent to recall the early career of the Un-Americane* Nixon, when 
accusations that others did these kinds of dirty things to the United 
States were his stock in trade; and all those noble protests at the 
United Nations by a series of United States ambassadors, who led the 
world to believe that this country alone is the victim of spying and 
■kkis country alone does not practice it. Huston’s approach here is 
Nixonian and it directly parallels the philosophy of The Watergate. 

last paragraph laments the recently ^seated Executive Protec— 
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tion Service, created to protect foreign embassies. It makes burglary 
riskier but not impossible. 

There is another section, slightly longer, totally eliminated, 
without any existing reference to it. There is no way of knowing that 
the document does not read where the copy in the committee's record ends. 
The whole section suppressed is titled "Analysis and Strategy." The 
"Subject" leaves no doubt that it does not deal with "foreign intelli- 
gence" or "national security." The subject is "Domestic intelligence 
review." It is an analysis of the first half and is clearly within this 
committee's purview. 

One sentence is enough to explain what is_ a "substantial part," 
what really is^ the subject of that 43 -page suppressed reports 

3 . Threat Assessment. The first 23 pages of the report consti- 
tute an assessment of the existing internal security threat, our 
current intelligence coverage of this threat, and areas where our 
coverage is inadequate. 

Here what is not within the designation "national security" to the 
Nixon White House, which calls it "internal security," to a committee likf 
Ervin's is "national security" and is therefore suppressed. 

We have now seen that regardless of any fancy semantics, all of 
these 43 pages suppressed by the committee do deal with spying on Ameri- 
cans. This Huston description of the first half accounts for all its 
content not leaked in one way or another. 

When the majority party, which happens to be the opposition, is 
officially suspect, is it possible that any American cannot be? 

Still another of these documents suppressed by the committee - 
entirely missing from the record - is the "Decision Memorandum" of July 
15* We have already examined it. 

This is not because the committee did not have it. It is the 
first itemized in the second group of documents in the Ervin-Baker letter 
to Nixon of June 
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1. A decision memorandum dated July 1£>, 1970, bearing the 
title, "Decision Memorandum, The White House, Washington. 

Just how much any of the members of this committee wanted the 

American people to know of what their President "decided" about spying 

\ 

on them suppression of this memorandum makes 'perfectly clear." 

It should be remembered that the White House did not ask or even 
suggest that this be suppressed in the committee’s record. 

It should also be noted that these two are not even mentioned 
during discussion of the documents that are made Exhibits. 

If the committee wants to argue that it was intimidated by the 
White House saying it "should use its [own] discretion" - and what rea- 
sons for suppression can there be after the documents were leaked - that 
it was intimidated is a separate measure of its devotion to and the na- 
ture and extent of its performance of its unprecedented duty. 

This is the face of the committee not on camera. 

There is no makeup on this, the real face. No props, no lighting 
to bring out good features, no staging director to pick full-face or 
profile views, whichever is more flattering. 

This is the way it really is. 

It did not require the political experience of an old master like 
Nixon to make a clear interpretation. Anyone making this comparison - 
and it is and then was all publicly available; I did not leave home to 
get any of it - would have found this and the much more for which, there 
being no need, I have not taken space and time. 

Prom the moment Nixon knew of this, if not earlier and from other 
proofs not readily available, he knew exactly what to expect and not to 
expect of this committee. He knew what he could do and get away with. 

He knew that he could try almost anything. This committee, for whatever 
reason, was actually engaged in protecting him to Ihe degree possible. 

He read it that way and acted accordingly. 
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Expunging from its record what it did, what was publicly avail- 
able, served one purpose only, protecting Bichard Nixon from the conse- 
quences of his unprecedented subverting of the law and the Constitution. 

There is no chance that Nixon did not know. Three of the commit- 
tee's seven members are Republicans. They have a large, taxpayer-paid 
minority staff. Their futures are inseparably intertwined with Nixon's. 
How he came out of this influenced what they could expect in their own 
careers. 

What future could any committee Republican expect if it became 
generally known that the first authentic Republican President since Hoove 
and Harding plotted a fascist United States, which is what all this un- 
limited poli^-state spying on Americans means? 

The learned quoter of the holy word might well remember verse 6 
of Ghapter one of The Song of Solomon , something he never quoted on 
camera : 

. . .xjdajtyxioxfxxmrxxspc 

... they made me the keeper of the vineyards; but mine own 
vineyard have I not kept. 

One of the more provocative aspects of this nightmarish peek into 
the secret minds of those who rule the land is an examination of how this 
Gestapo plot was leaked. There were very, very few who could have. 

Dean was fired April 3°* He immediately put all the papers he hac 
filched in a locked bank vault and gave the key to Judge Sirica. Sirica 
then gave copies to the Ervin committee and the Department of Justice. 
Prom Justice Nixon immediately knew exactly what Dean had taken and that 
he was powerless to prevent its revelation. Prom this record, only the 
administration and Ihe committee had copies of these Dean papers. In 
making his less than full and forthright admission of having approved 
this Gestapo plan, Nixon was doing all he could to diminish the impact 
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of the disclosures he knew impended. It also enabled him to claim he 

had withdrawn his approval, which, while really meaningless, then and 

thereafter was accepted as meaningful by the media. 

The committee well understood the kind of uns table explosives it 

had. So with minority leader Baker, the secret Nixon protector, taking 

the lead, that committee deposited its copies in the most closely guarded 

a 

most secure place in the entire Capitol Hill pbmplex, the perpetually 
guarded sanctum of secure sanctuaries, the safe-storage area of the 
Atomic Energy Gommittee. 

What was leaked appeared just before Bean’s late-June testimony. 
Nixon anticipated this in his May 22 statement that was forced by Bean's 
imminent disclosures . With Bean’s copies secured first in a bank vault 
and then in atom-spy proof safes, who could have had copies to leak? 

Only if the intelligence agencies that did also had those "eyes only" 
Huston reports to Haldeman could they have been the source of the leaks. 
If Bean is ruled out by the stringent security in which his copies were 
stored, the choice seems to be limited to the executive branch, the 
spooks and the White House. If those "eyes only" papers were limited 
to the White House, then it alone could have initiated the leak. 

Either way, because Nixon runs the executive branch and the White 
House, it is a Nixon leak, a daring perfection in news management and 
the only way in which he could in any way diminish the shocking impact 
of the coming and inevitable disclosure of his unprecedented assault on 
the entire system of society. 

Dean’s disclosures included amplification of the paranoia behind 
all of this. So, without their having the intent, did McCord's and sub- 
sequent efforts at self- justification in which he, Caulfield, Strachan 

Nixon and White House 

and others spelled out the utterly sick/fear of "demonstrators." One 
sample, from Bean's statement to the Ervin committee, illustrates this 
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attitude, the state of mind and the degree to which, these essentially 
insignificant matters dominated Nixon and the entire White House staff: 

(Bean typed his 245-page statement in capital letters for easier 
reading. Qecasionally he departed from the text.) 

In addition to the intelligence reports from the ISC [inter- 
agency Evaluation Committee], my office also received regular 
intelligence reports regarding demonstrators and radical groups 
from the FBI and on some occasions, from the CIA. A member of 
my staff would review the material to determine if it should be 
forwarded to Mr. Haldeman - that is, for bringing to the Presi- 
dent's attention - or sent to another member of the staff who 
might have an interest in the contents of the report. For ex- 
ample, Len Garment would be sent information regarding Indian 
uprisings [sic], Mr. Kissinger or Gen. Haig information regarding 
travels of anti-war groups to Hanoi. 

Also prior to and during a demonstration, my office would pre- 
pare summary reports for the President of the anticipated size of 
the demonstration, a description of the activities of the demon- 
strators and the government's handling or anticipated handling of 
the demonstrations. ... I felt my job was to merely keep the 
White House informed as to what might happen or was happening. 

My own desires were sometimes superceded when Mr. Haldeman or 
Mr. j^rlichmar^Md not like the way a particular demonstration 
was being handled. Sometimes they so instructed me to inform 
the Justice Department or Chief [of Washington police Jerry] 

Wilson, and sometimes Mr. Erlichman would so inform Justice or 
the chief himself. 

As soon as a potential detains trat ion was in the wind, I began 
receiving calls from Mr. Larry Higby, Mr. Haldeman' s principal 
staff assistant, requesting intelligence reports. I also re- 
ceived frequent complaints regarding the quality of the avail- 
able information, despite the fact that I felt the White House 
had the best information available to the government. 

I became directly and personally aware of the President's own 
interest in my reports regarding demonstrations when he called 
me during a demonstration of the Viet Nam Veterans Against the 
War on the Mall in front of the Capitol. This was the occasion 
in May, 1971 (I believe that is the date [it was April]), when 
the government first sought to enjoin the demonstration and later 
backed down. The President called me for a first hand report 
during the demonstration and expressed his concern that I keep 
him abreast of what was occurring. Accordingly, we prepared 
hourly status reports and sent them to the President. 

I was made aware of the President's strong feelings about even 
the smallest of demonstrations during the late winter of 1971* 
when the President happened to look out the windows of the resi- 
dence of the White House and saw a lone man with a large 10-foot 
sign stretched out in front of Lafayette Park. Mr. Higby called 
me to his office to tell me of the President's displeasure with 
the sign in the park and told me that Mr. Haldeman said the sign 
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had to com© down. When I came out of Mr*. Higby l s office, I ran 
into Mr. Dwight Ghapin who said that he was going to get some 
"thugs" to remove that man from Lafayette Park. He said it would 
take him a few hours to get them, hut they could do the job. I 
told him I didn’t believe that was necessary. I then called the 
Secret Service and met with Mr. Louis Sims. Mr. Sims said that 
he felt that the Park Police would work it out. I went out with 
Mr. Sims, surveyed the situation, and Mr. Sims talked with the 
Park Police. Within 30 minhtes the man had been convinced that 
he should move to the backside of Lafayette Park. There the sign 
was out of sight from the White House. I reported back to Mr. 
Haldeman and after a personal look see - he was delighted. I 
told Mr. Chapin he could call off the troops. 

I also recall that the first time I ever traveled with the 
President was on his trip in 1971 to the football Hall of Fame 
and on to Iowa to open a dam. After arriving at the Akron- 
Ganton airport, I noticed that there was virtually no hostile 
demonstrator in sight of the President. Later when the Presi- 
dent arrived at the motel where he was spending the night in 
Akron, I was a few paces behind him as he walked into the lobby. 
Across the street were changing, Viet Gong flag waving demon- 
strators. The President, after seeing the demonstrators, told 
the Secret Service agent beside him, in some rather blunt syno- 
nyms, to get the demonstrators out of there. The word was passed, 
but the demonstrators couldn’t be moved - much to the distress of 
the advance men who were responsible for the Presidential trip. 

It was after observing that incident that I Jklked with sev- 
eral individuals in charge of advancing Presidential visits that 
I learned a major part of any Presidential trip advance operation 
was insuring that demonstrators were unseen and unheard by the 
President . 

In early February of 1972, I learned that any means - legal 
or illegal - were authorized by Mr. Haldeman to deal with demon- 
strators when the President was travelling or appearing some 
place. I would like to add that when I learned of the illegal 
means that were being employed, I advised that such tactics not 
be employed in the future and if demonstrations occurred - they 
occurred. 

I stated earlier that there was a continuing dissatisfaction 
with the available intelligence reports. The most frequent 
critic was Mr. Haldeman, but the President himself discussed 
this with me in early March of this year, as a part of the planned 
jsncounter offensive for dealing with the Senate Watergate investi- 
gation. The President wanted to show that his opponents had em- 
ployed demonstrators against him during his re-election campaign. 
However, with each demonstration that the President was confronted 
with, and each incident that occurred during the campaign, my of- 
fice had sought to determine if it had in fact been instigated by 
political opponents of the President - Sen. McGovern, the Demo- 
cratic Party or whomever. We never found a scintilla of viable 
evidence indicating that these demonstrators were part of a master 
plan; nor that they were funded by the Democratic political funds; 
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nor that they had any direct connection with the McGovern cam- 
paign. This was explained to Mr. Haldeman, but the President 
believed that the opposite was, in fact, true. X have submitted 
to the committee (Exhibit 1) the text of the President's memo- 
randum to me on the subject. 

On February 16, 1973 ~ aknost a month prior to this direct re- 
quest from the President, I had, at Mr. Haldeman 's request, re- 
ceived all the available intelligence on the demonstrations the 
President had been subjected to during the 1972 campaign. This 
intelligence did not evidence what the President was looking for, 
but I turned it over to Mr. William Baroody, telling him the 
President wanted a speech as part of the counter offensive to 
the Watergate inquiry. Several weeks later Baroody reported, 
that he too agreed that the information wasn't there for a speech. 

There were other things which occurred that evidence the con- 
cern about demonstrators, but I believe the foregoing gives a 
good sampling of the degree of concern. 

Dean was well prepared to authenticate what he did not say in so 
many words, that we have a paranoid President who is daft over and out 
of contact with reality about ''demonstrators." This is the clear import 
of his polite language. There are alternatives: That Nixon is a liar, 

a self -deceiver, just a man who cannot abide his hnpopularity and will 
resort to anything rather than face the fact that many Americans do not 
like him and do not approve the kind of President he had been and was, 
or a tyrant. 

When Shrlichman appeared before the Ervin committee, he sneered 
an unsolicited denial that Nixon or the White House were paranoid. He 
used that word, "paranoid." They were not paranoid because ihey say 
they are not paranoid, the Ehrlichman concept of "proof 11 ’ of a point not 
at issue except that he elected to raise it. 

Bean, on the other hand, has an amazing memo Nixon, personally, 
wrote him. Here it is, in full: 

March 12, 1973 - [Note: This is one where you will make only 
one copy for my file and deliver the other copy to him - it is 
privatej 

MEMO FOR JOHN DEAN 
FROM THE PRESIDENT 




I noted the story in the Post this morning (3/11/73) with re- 
gard to some college student who had been hired to get some in- 
formation with regard to demonstrations which might be useful in 
keeping those activities from developing into violence or have 
other unpleasant consequences. It is difficult for me to under- 
stand why we have not done an adequate job of getting the facts 
out chapter and verse, on the massive activities of McGovern and 
the so-called peace groups in funding demons trat inns against me, 
members of the family and others during the campaign. As you ace 
aware, there were virtually no demonstrations whatever on our 
part against their meetings. This I had ordered at the beginning 
of the year. On the other hand, I cannot recall a meeting in 
which I participated where there were not demonstrations, includ- 
ing the non-political type meetings like the one at the Statue of 
Liberty. 

There was hard evidence of the McGovern people supporting and 
inciting the violent demonstrations in San Francisco which re- 
sulted in several thousand dollars in property damage. There was 
also hard evidence of the McGovern headquarters inciting the 
demonstration in L.A* the following day. And it would be hard 
for me to believe that the fire bombing of our Phoenix headquar- 
ters, with a loss of $100,000.00 was done by one of our own 
people. It would seem to me that the facts on such activities 
should be accumulated and that somebody - perhaps Goldwater is 
the only man who has the guts to do it - should blast the McGov- 
ernites for their vicious activities. Needless to say, it would 
be helpful if Hruska or someone on the Srvin committee on our 
side could see that at a time they are investigating our cam- 
paign activities they are also investigating the charges that 
have been made against their actions. I have raised this point 
to no avail on previous occasions. Perhpas you now can follow 
through and see that somfething is done. Give me a report at 
your convenience. 

At the outset, Nixon discloses the broad sweep of the problems 
that occupy the Presidential mind with inflation running wild and the 
value of the dollar plummeting as the cost of food and other essentials 
skyrockets, outpaced only by the disappearance of the supply of energy 
necessary for warmth, light, transportation and the operation of indus- 
try. Not these issues, not the smouldering Mid -East war soon to erupt, 
torment the thoughts of the leader of the world’s greatest power. The 
number of copies of his memorandum to Dean - a single one to be returned 
for the memoirs of the Glorious Leader in time of travail - fchis and the 
quintessential, that "it is privatel" 

Why "private?" If the problem is all this serious, should not 



all his helpers be helping with it? 
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The first words of the body, of no interest to the Senate inves- 
tigation, end forever wonder if the embattled President read the Post. 

He did. 

He did not understand it, though. Not from his representation 
of the purpose and career of his own spy, the Mormon student, Gregory. 
Again, any other interpretation is more worrisome. 

How does he represent his spy Gregory’s career of espionage 
topped by an unsuccessful attempt to enable another breaking and enter- 
ing that was part of his overall bugging and burglary plot against the 
Democrats? Innocently; he "was hired to get some information with re- 
gard to demonstrations which might be useful..." 

This was four months after the election, eight months after the 
first arrests. He could then still kid himself this way about what he 
did and what was done in his name and what the demonstrations were reallj 
about and by whom they were staged? This was still in his mind with all 
the problems of the country? 

There is no contact with honesty here or there is what is infi- 
nitely terrifying, no contact with reality, and by a President. And an 
unrepentant President, at that. 

There is a revealing insight into the man's limitation with words 

here, part of the psychological self -disclosures generally carefully 

hidden. It is part and parcel of the all-solving fiction that by some 

strange political alchemy becomes to him and to his the grim reality. 

If what he wants to believe and wants otters to believe is not proven or 

provable by all the vast intelligence apparatus at his disposal, of 

which the thousands of FBI agents aBe only a beginning; if the hard 

search for international connections by the GIA proves there were none, 

all fact is nonfact and there is a conspiracy against him, and what he 

wants to believe becomes his "fact.” Thus can he profess being troubled 
an 
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and ask "why we have not done an adequate job of getting the facts out 
chapter and verse, on the massive activities of McGovern and the so- 
called peace groups in funding demonstrations against me, members of my 
family and others during the campaign [sic]." 

Poor, beleaguered man, all his trusted have failed him! 

It cannot be that no matter how his words are taken they are not 
and never were true and there never was any rational reason for believing 
them. There is this tremendous conspiracy against him and his truth. 

When all the evidence is that violence was provoked, inspired and 
approved by his mob - Haldeman’s word was "great" - and his own failed 
prosecutions, as of the Vietnam Veterans Against the War, established 
the intensity of that effort, he actually says "there were virtually no 
demonstrations on our part against their meetings," where his myriads of 
agents provacateurs were active. He never heard of or read about Segrett: 

His speeches in an election year he attempts to will into "non- 
political type meetings." And where the evidence of provocations to 
create violence because it built sympathy and votes for him is redundant, 
overwhelming and beyond cavil, his representation is that "I ordered" 
against it. 

No evidence at all and overwhelming evidence to the contrary this 
misunderstood man so abused by the world styles "hard evidence." When 
they did not do it and were hurt by it when it happened, which is why 
his gang provoked it, he ordains, "There was hard evidence of the McGover; 
people supporting and inciting the violent demonstrations . " Where there 
was not only no evidence but the efforts of "our side," his Republicans 
of the Ervin committee, proved the opposite in their October hearings, 
he puts it, "There was hard evidence of the McGovern headquarters incitim 
the demonstration in L.A. [Los Angeles]." 

Then the weariness of the persecuted, "I have raised this point 
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to no avail on previous occasions.” Persecuted President vests his last 
hope in Dean, whom he has been scapegoating all along”?" "Perhaps you 
can now follow through and see that something is done." 

Ah, the tragedy! Weep bitter tears, world! All the millions of 
federal employees, those thousands of trained investigative agents and 
their thousands of informants and subagents, all those soldier-spies, and 
between them they cannot come up with a scintilla of the evidence on 
"demonstrations" so urgent to the man with his finger on the button of 
world annihilation! 

Gan it be other than true, evidence or no evidence, if it is the 
belief of the man entrusted with this awesome power, the man who can in- 
cinerate all other men? 

How pathetic it is that he sits back there in his Oval Office, 
yellow pads stacked in front of him, and pens such plaintive pleas. 

Can Dean be the horse to save Richard, the Richard whose kingdom 
is threatened by "demonstrators" rather than armies ? 1 

Some pathos might be reserved for the country. What are the al- 
ternatives these two paragaaphs of Presidential preoccupation permit? 

Not many. 

We have a liar for President; 

We have a paranoid, a madman for President; 

We have a would-be Hitler for President. 

The thought behind these two paragraphs that in their expression 
are not up to the literary standard expectable of a reasonably competent 
high school seniDr perfectly parallel those of the Nazi with whom com- 
parison is so invidious. 

And the petty vindictiveness of the inner thoughts from that Oval 
Office! What he had done to McGovern in the most corrupt and corrupted 
election in history is not enough. Now he must get a Hruska or a Gold- 
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water "who has the guts" to "blast the McGovernites for their vicious 
activities." 

The man is consistent. Remember the 1962 California campaign? 
Remember the attack on the press because he lost and the earlier one, 
because it exposed his looseness with ethical standards and money? 

Regardless of whatever the end shows this to be, can it be ra- 
tional? Gan a sane man really believe this stuff? 

That he pretends to believe, whether or not in the secret recesses 
of his mind he does, is not irrelevant in any consideration of his blue- 
print for the beginning of an official totalitarianism. 

What a field day for the shrinks ! 

These are the concerns thit should engross - frighten - a Presi- 
dent and his entire staff? 

Beanes is but one of many evidences that, when reality was not 
in accord with White House paranoia, the White House attempted to will 
its paranoia into reality. This, too, is characteristic of earlier 
monarchical and police states, a unique quality of all authoritarianism, 
whatever its color. 

When that idol of his political youth. Hoover, did not agree that 
the facts were as Nixon believed they had to be - how could anyone decent 
be opposed to him? - Hoover was wrong. When the CIA’s careful, thorough 
investigation showed no foreign influence on the demonstrators - how, 
indeed, could any red-blooded American disagree with any Nixon policy? - 
then the CIA was in error and before long it had a new chief, under ex- 
ceptional conditions . 

The official pretense is that old Hoover had slipped, lost touch 
with the "dangers," failed to worry enough about violence, demonstrators, 
radical groups and the disenchanted, anti-war young. It was alleged that 
he also failed to keep his intelligence sharp and failed to place enough 
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spies inside all these feared groups. 

Nothing could he farther from the truth. 

Quite aside from the illegality of all of this, the difference be- 
tween Hoover and the wet-eared Hustons, the power-mad Haldemans and Ehr- 
lichmans and the other impatient Nixonians, preeminently Nixon himself, 
is that Hoover was a pro. He knew his business and he did it thoroughly 
and professionally. He also wanted success. The long series of unsuc- 
cessful political ’’conspiracy*' prosecutions was no tribute to him or his 
FBI. He alone knew what he had done and was doing. He was not about to 
entrust this to others, particularly those he did not trust, and he was 
certainly not going to expose his own career-long illegalities in his 
76th year. 

Because the fake Nixanian police-state justification is need and 
is based on the allegation that Hoover had failed to do his work, what he 
had done and the lack of need for the Nixon excess is worth separate con- 
sideration. Hoover's penetration of those Nixon feared could hardly have 
been more effective or more thorough. 

Before he died in January 1972, Hoover granted an interview to 
Andrew Tully, whose report was syndicated on July 19, 1973, by the 
McNaught Syndicate. The old professional's contempt for Nixon's amateurs 
was unhidden. He described the White House stormtroopers as v yfhe Presi- 
dent's kindergarten,” their plots as "half-baked,” and those Nixon had 

hired as menaces to Nixon. Of the Hunts and Liddys, Hoover exclaimed, 

„ By £ 

Hy God, he's go^T some former CIA men working for him that I'd kick out oJ 
my office. Some day that bunch will serve him up a fine mess.” 

(This ignores the speed of FBI clearance to Hunt, who was subjectec 
to an FBI investigation before he was hired by the White House.) 

Hoover "knew what was going on” he told Tully. He pulled no punch* 
when Nixon broached retirement to him. "I told him he needed me around 
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to protect him from those people around him.” 

Hoover’s low regard for those in Nixon’s trust was not limited to 
the Hunts, Liddys, Hustons and their rank. Having served with John 
Mitchell for four years. Hoover described him as ’’not equipped to be 
Attorney General.” Haldeman, Bhrlichman and Ziegler were fit only ”to 
sell advertising.” Bean "doesn’t know the law. I ignore the S.O.B.” 

These were not secret Hoover expectations reserved for post-morten 
use. He said the same thing to Huston, in front of all the intelligence 
chiefs, knowing it would get to Nixon indirectly. In his August 5 top- 
secret memo Huston quotes this Hooverian counsel, "The risks are too 
great; these folks are going to get the President into trouble and RN 
had better listen to me." 

What was at stake was more than the success Hoover had had, wantec 
to continue to have and what certainly was in the bureaucrat’s mind, his 
unanswerable dictatorship over the FBI and its autonomy. He was not 
hofrified at burglaries for he had had them performed throughout all of 
the FBI’s existence by squads of specially trained agent s /cro oks . In 
all those years, not one had been caught in the act. That record of suc- 
cessful official burglaries Hoover was not going to jeopardize by en- 
trusting his bag jobs to the emotionally immature and the mentally ill. 
That Hoover did not object on principle is apparent from his having said 
he had "no objection if the National Security Agency wanted to do it.” 
Their, not his, agents would risk getting caught. 

His record in electronic spying falls only a little short of total 
avoidance of detection. 

There was, in fact, nothing in the entire plan that bothered 
Hoover, who had been practicing it for years only not with the results 
the Hustons imagined should have been produced. Hoover also feared that 
illegalities would not remain secret if they were presided over by a 
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large committee, which entailed lower-echelon knowledge and escalated 
risk. 

The difference in approaches is illustrated by what a Department 
of Justice source told The New York Times the day it printed quotations 
from the plant 

When Mr. Hoover proposed a "historical view" of the intelligence 
problem, Huston told the director I4.7 years older than him, "we're 
not talking about the living present." 

Huston was wrong and right at the same time. He was right in the 
jaundiced view that in the United States scandals do not ensure and 
authoritarian government can get away with anything. He was wrong in 
telling the old master of the clandestine and the antidemocratically 
illegal that he was "not talking about the living present." 

Hoover was a practicing authoritarian two decades before Huston 
was born. He understood the hazards to his secret endeavors from the 
trappings of freedom and the absence of official controls over the press. 
He fell victim to one, something that had never before happened, less 
than a year before he died. Sometime on the night of March 8, 1971» the 
night of the Ali-Prazier heavy-weight championship fight, one of his of- 
fices was "ripped off" by those of his victims to whom burglary is a 
"rip-off." He was the target of those on whom he and Nixon targeted. 

A band calling itself the Citizens' Committee to Investigate Ihe 

FBI "penetrated" the FBI's office in Media, Pennsylvania, a subunb of 
Philadelphia 

Pennsylvania . They did not bother with Hunt and Barker-GIA niceties of 
photographing. They walked off with a thousand files. Then they started 
mailing Xerox copies to newspapers, which printed them with great excite- 
ment and some glee. 

Prom the time of The Watergate arrests on, none of these papers 
recalled the Media rip-off and the FBI's own proofs of its practice of 
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Nixon's police-state methodology. None was reminded of these FBI records 
they all had when they printed the details of Nixon's planning for them 
of the year before this theft. Not even those which, as many did, pub- 
lished justification of Hoover when Dean's rip-off of Nixon was leaked. 
Here all suffered as pervading an amnesia as Michell, Haldeman, Ehrlich- 
raan and others did in the Ervin committee's witness chair. 

Chaljl one up for Huston. 

Despite Hoover's concentration of the not^ inconsiderable resource 
of the FBI and the effort to which he was driven by anger and frustratior 
at this failure and the burglars ' daring and contempt for his retaliatior 
to his dying day Hoover never caught up with one of them. 

All he could do was close the Media office. He got even with it, 
not with those who robbed it. 

It was only a small, satellite office anyway. Otherwise there is 
no telling what the rippers-off might have snatched. 

What they did get is permanent debunking of the mythology that 
76-year-old Hoover was not on his toes; did not have or use enough in- 
formants; had not penetrated the "New Left" or the anti-war or anti-draft 
or pro-ecology or pro-peace or demonstration-prone or violence -prone or 
black groups - even those trying to promote black economic growth. On 
the campuses his informants ranged from telephone operators (who also 
listened in for him) to deans. He and his were under every stone or, as 
one of his secret files put it, "behind every mailbox." 

And not just for intelligence. They, too, were "activists." The 
innocent were hurt. 

As anyone knowing Hoover and his FBI did not have to be told, he 
also had it all systematized. He had an elaborate manual, special forms 
to be used, special times by which they had to be used, and regulations 
on everything having to do with hooking, managing, directing and paying 
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his informants and reporting what they reported. 

Of these stolen files, a mere one percent was on organized crime, 
while UP percent was on political surveillance . Of these, fewer than one 
percent were on the right. 

One right-wing file illuminates the fineness of detail of Hoover’s 
domestic and illegal spying. Two months before he was robbed, Mrs. 

Shirley R. Link, of Havertown, which is near Media, sent Hoover a fan 
letter. She was against sex education in her local schools, so she sent 
a dollar to a "front" of the Ku Klux Klan to buy one of their leaflets 
opposing it. The FBI in Atlanta intercepted her letter and informed the 
Media office. Her Media file shows a full investigation of her family. 

It is so complete it includes their physical descriptions, even checks 
with the local police, and reports on their credit, voter registration 

and occupations. 

Not because Mis. Link admired Hoover. Because she was against sex 
education the the FBI iitercepted a letter in which she bought literature. 

In Media there were eight times as many files on opposition to the 

military as there were on organized crime. 

The FBI had as exotic a notion of what causes riots as the Mute 

House. It focused on blacks, in the ghettos and out. It had three dif- 
ferent classifications of ghetto and black informants. It wanted rumors, 
not just facts, and demanded them of its agents, each of whom was ordered 
to "obtain at least one racial informant (ghetto)" from a list of speci- 
fied occupations. Then, "each prospect [for informant] will be the sub- 
ject of a new 1?0 case." Handling informants must be in accord with 
"administrative handling" as prescribed "in the handbook, part 1, pages 
19i, 19 j, 20, 20a and 20b." How the Bureau is to be notified, how the 
"background investigation necessary," how "U- month progress letters," 
how contact ("at least every 2 weeks. An FD 209 must be submitted at 
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the end of each, month"), how multitudinous records are to be made and 
filed, even how and under what conditions non-Bureau agencies are to be 
informed, is all formalized by the bureaucrat’s bureaucrat. 

The Media files make comprehensible the plight of the poor Wash- 
ington policmman who missed out on The Watergate arrests because his own 
paperwork had him climbing the wall l 

PBI agents were told they should convei^ informants from other 
spying to racial spying or use them for both. Then, "all these sources, 
regardless of their designations, will be set up in an area breakdown 
index of 3x5 cards which will be maintained in the office of the No. 3 
supervisor. " 

All this paperwork for each and every informer. No exceptions, 

either. 

This drove the agents, as anyone \ who has ever known one should be 
aware, to their own means of circumventing the procedures. Otherwise 
they would have had no time for their real work, getting the lowdown on 
all those enumerated by the Huston memos and other categories, one of 
which is "rabble-rousers." 

All area campuses were treated like the ghettos, with adaptation 
to academe - administrators instead of janitors and "agitators" rather 
than "rabble-rousers." 

Hoover and his PBI did not yield to Nixon or Huston on paranoia. 
When an informant reported that the martyred Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
(Pile No. 100-4.6230 ^was going to address the fiftieth anniversary of the 
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom at Philadelphia’s 
swank Bellevue Stratford Hotel, the PBI memo is headed, "COMMUNIST 
INFILTRAT ION OP THE WOMEN ’ S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM. 
It is also headed in PBI code "IS-C," denoting "jjlnternal Security - 

Communist . " 
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It was sent to Hoover (61-1538) by the Special Agent in Charge of the 
Philadelphia office (100-9982), who attributed knowledge of King's ad- 
dress, which was published by the host group , to "PH 2 7-S, who has fur- 
nished reliable information in the past." 

A total of 70 copies of this sensational evidence - public an- 
nouncement of a public speech^ was sent to 39 different FBI offices . 
Eleven copies were retained in Philadelphia, where the filing is speci- 
fied: One under King, one under the women's peace group and the other 

nine under the names of nine women, including one who it says is dead. 

Hoover never forgets l 

Hoover wrote the book and then found a punk, Huston, trying to 
tell him how it ends . 

The Hoover book on record-keeping was only the beginning. 

He also had "newsletters" for his agents. The "New Left Notes" 

G 

that report "The New Left conference at SOjJ" - nothing modest about 
Hoover, his Bureau's national office is "Seat of Government" - resulted, 
among other things, in "a pretty general consensus" that subjects of the 
kind that interested the White House should be interviewed "in order [to] 
enhance the paranoia endemic in those circles." This "will further serve 
to get the point across there is an FBI Agent behind every mailbox." 

Some "subjects ... will be overcome by the overwhelming personalities" 
of the agents "and volunteer to tell all - perhaps on a continuing basis. 

Letters sent to the Soviet embassy are in the Media files. Thus 
a Boy Scout leader from Moscow, Idaho, not USSR, became a cause celebre 
when he inquired about taking his troop of Explorer scouts on a camping 
tour in the USSR. 

Hoover covered the mail and he covered the embassies. 

One priest at Gatholic Villanova Manastery phoned the FBI Phila- 
delphis office the day after the Capitol was bombed to report that 
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another priest, an instructor at ¥illanova University, might have done 
it. He was away that weekend. Brother Patrick, a 70-year-old Augustin, 
gave the FBI "information pertinent" to that bombing. It was that his 
bombing suspect. Father Thomas Gasey, "could possibly use a little warn- 
ing from the FBI" because "he is one of those young priests." Thus 
there is an FBI file on Father Casey, who is dangerous because he is 
"young," and he is connected with a major crime of violence because a 
paranoid remnant of a dead past does not approve his "young" beliefs. 

Hoover was so hung-up on the Catholic peace groups of the east 
coast thfet he focused his investigation of the Media rip-off on them. 
Brother Patrick was not entirely alone in his logic. 

Activist informants had to be cautioned to "cool it," not to 
attack police. Naturally, this violence is not attributed to the FBI. 

It does swell the statistics and the official paranoia. 

When "blacks," "students" and "military” all coincided, the FBI 
had a field day. The Pennsylvania Military Academy at Chester, a few 
miles south of Media, finally admitted black students. They were not 
militant and not activist. But they were both students and black, so 
they were investigated and are part of the Bureau’s permanent records. 
This despite the report that they are "not engaged in any militant type 
of activity on campus and have not advocated or supported any such ac- 
tivity elsewhere." However, they have what they ^all a Black Student 

Union, three red flags to Hoover. 

Publicity on 

^Hoover's penetration of all the colleges caused considerable 
reaction. There was outrage that the colleges themselves spied on stu- 
dents for no good reason, opening personal files to agents and conduct- 
ing surveillance for them. 

Could Huston, or "Eduardo" or Caulfield or Ulasewicz or any 
others have superior sources or better organization? 
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Nobody is immune, the Media files show. And these is no rectifi- 
cation. 

Thefe was intense FBI spying at traditionally liberal Swarthmore 
College. Jacqueline Reuss, "non-political" daughter of anti-war Cong- 
ressman Henry Reuss, went there. For no known reason, unless it is her 
father, she was spied upon. When her file was stolen, the FBI dispatched 
an agent to his office to report that the file might be made public and 
that it had no derogatory information on her. But no, the Bureau said 
from the top, it would not give the Congressman a copy of its file on 
his daughter or say why it investigated her or kept a file on her. 

She, at least, was of college age. There was also a file on a 
14-year-old boy. His crime was that he was going to travel abroad. 

The FBI even tried to make spies out of the Boy Scouts, causing 
still another stink. 

The length to which the FBI would and did go in exactly the areas 
of worry to Nixon and his worriers is illustrated by the case of a man 
of 35>* past military age, who was a conscientious objector. He had of- 
fered himself for hazardous medical experimentation. One five-page 
report on this anti-war danger to "national security" includes)Jthis and 
other(|data on what makes him a clear and present danger, the kind of man 
the psychiatrist who evaluated him for the dangerous medical experiment 
described as "altruistic, sincere, believer in Cod." 

When some of these excesses were made public. The New Republic 
for April 10, 1971, began with a long article concluding, 

,,, Senator Sam Ervin's subcommittee on Constitutional 

Rights ought to pursue its investigation into how the FBI collects 
its information, why, and what it does with it ... for whatever 
light they shed on the state of our liberties and our rights to 
privacy . . . 

The Ervin who did not recall the Media case during his later 
Watergate hearings in which he did nothing about Nixon's police-state 
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plan did nothing about The Hew Republic’s plea. 

The Media files provided specific details, not new facts. There 
was no secret about what the FBI was and had been up to in its spying 
on Americans. Hundreds if not thousands of Hoover’s informers have sur- 
faced in trials and other proceedings. Only those who wanted to pretend 
for their own reasons that Hoover was not doing the kind of job they 
wanted done would dream of suggesting otherwise. 

Nixon, Huston et al. had other reasons or were raving paranoids. 

Nixon’s police-state intentions were known to a veritable army 
of top officials from the outset, when he gathered them together to begin 
their parts in the planning on June 5 » 1970 . In his Oval Office he had 
with him Huston, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, NS A Director Admiral Noel Gayler, 
Defense Intelligence Director General Donald V. Bennett, and Director 
of Central Intelligence Richard Helms. All these agencies are forbidden 
by law to perform domestic intelligence functions, which are reserved to 
the FBI and controlled by laws, as Hoover had not acknowledged. There 
is no legal right to spy on Americans without legal authority. 

Interestingly enough, Nixon has since seen fit to reassign all 
these top intelligence officials. Interesting also is tt that none of 
them protested the illegality of what Nixon wanted of them. Rather 
were they all for illegality and totalitarianism. 

Nixon had his offices and favorite haunts wired for automatic 
bugging, his phones for automatic taping, and kept it all secret except 
for Haldeman and those who had to know for it to operate. Even Ehrlich- 
man, himself an assiduous taper, did not know. This came out during the 
July 16 , 1973 > Irvin committee testimony of Nixon’s former staff secre- 
tary Alexander Butterfield who was in charge of administration. 
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In his August 22, 1973* San Clemente press conference, Nixon said 
he had his super-elaborate taping system installed in June 1970. He 
also claimed that he had had an existing means of recording removed. He 
provided meaningful details on neither setup. His words are, "It was 
put into place again in June of 1970 because my advisers felt it was im- 
portant in terms particularly of national security affairs to have a 
record for future years that would be an accurate one." [sic] 

With the Nixonian concept that all anti-Nixon and anti-war demon- 
strators and demonstrations were inspired and financed from abroad, a 
concept over which the White House was willing to battle all the profes- 
sional federal intelligence agencies, which disagreed with it, this and 
succeeding meetings on his plan for total spying on Americans qualifies 
as "national security." In the event any of the participants had a 
change of heart and disputed participation or agreement, "to have a 
record for future years that would be accurate" explains one anticipatabl 
need. The experiences Huston had been having with Hoover, of which 
Haldeman was aware and sided with Huston, were enough for "my advisers" 
to "feel" that "it was important" to have a tape. However, with so 

large a group in a place like the Oval Office, an ordinary tape-recorder 

of 

would not have the capability/picking up all the many voices. So there 
would have been need for the elaborate, highly sophisticated setup 
Butterfield had installed. 

Butterfield placed the date of Nixon's secret bugging installa- 
tion at "approximately the summer of 1970," after April or May. June 5 
is after April or May. 

Typically, Nixon's "denial" of all the foregoing is less than a 
denial. This became a standard method, as the press was to learn with- 
out learning how to cope with it. At the time of his May 22, 1973, 
admission that he had authorized this plan, Nixon knew its details were 
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about to surface: "It was this unused plan and related documents that 

John Dean removed from the White House ... The same plan, still unused, 
is being headlined today." So instead of saying he had never planned or 
approved this fascist design, Nixon said, "Because the approval was with- 
drawn before it had been implemented, the net result was that the plan 
for expanded intelligence activities never went into effect." 

He knew, of course, that he was tied to all these illegalities 
and others by his own files and would be by testimony. So he issued a 
general denial about these illegalities, especially The Watergate; "None 
of these took place with my specific approval." [Emphasis added.] 

This does not say, "without my approval." It gives that impres- 
sion but avoids saying it. As the capo signifies his will b^a nod of 
the head or the slicing of a finger across the neck, so also did Nixon 
not have to order "specific" crimes for them to be committed. He does 
not have to be "specific" in letting his will be known to those who know 
him well. They hear his unspoken word, read his unwritten directive. 

They under stand. And despite this nondenial "denial" the same statement 
does include his admission that he had directed the preparation of a 
formal plan for "specific" wholesale illegalities and had then approved 
the formulation of these illegalities. 

Nor did he at any point or in any way apologize for planning fas- 
cism. He did not even say he was sorry he had done this. He persisted 
in his claim that it was necessary to violate the law in the name of 
"national security." Because, he alleged, performance "continued to fall 
short of our national security needs" he did this terrible thing and, 
when forced to drop the formalization, continued it by another means; 

"To help remedy this an Intelligence Evaluation Committee was 
created." It included the same agencies plus the Treasury and Defense 
Departments and a part of the Treasury, the Secret Service, as a separate 
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entity. And as though he knew what could be attributed to his IEC, 

Nixon added, "I understand its activities are now under investigation. 

I did not authorize nor do I have any knowledge of any illegal activity 
by this committee." To this, in the manner of a law-abiding father 
expecting the worst of which a wayward son is capable, he protested, 

"If it went beyond its charter and did engage in any illegal activity, 
it was totally without my knowledge or authority." 

Nixon said next to nothing about his IEC and, having made what- 
ever its "charter" might be essential to any understanding of his state- 
ment, he said nothing at all about its charter. He limited what he said 
to the "Committee and its staff were instructed to improve coordination 
among the intelligence community and to prepare evaluations and estimates 
of domestic intelligence." In this he describes a nonoperational outfit. 

He says that it "was created in December 1970." This is too much 
personal detachment. The only way it could have been "created" is by 
his "specific” order. It did not come into existence spontaneously if, 
like McCord's military companion, it did die on its exposure to the 
light of public knowledge. 

There are several key Jfcxpress«2« by this unrepentant Nixon 

persisted in the pretense that wrong is right. He said his plan was 
"unused," that it was "still unused," that "approval was withdrawn be- 
fore it was implemented," and ^hat might be a slip, made three references 
to his successor IEC in terms of "activities" not mere coordination of 
existing activities by other agencies, the thrust of the pretense: "I 

understand its activities are now under investigation;" "nor do I have 
knowledge of any illegal activity by this committee;" and "If it went 
beyond its charter and did engage in any illegal activity ..." 

First it must be understood that any activity, including what is 
not jiillegal," in fact ia illegal without proper authorization. Authori- 
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zation cannot be secret and still be legal. It requires Congressional 
enactment or at the least an Executive Order. Both are public and pub- 
lished. Onlyjjtin a dictatorship is setting up an agency of government 
possible on no more than the whim of the executive. So the mere exist- 
ence of the I33G was not legal. 

These three references to "activity" are in the last three sen- 
tences of the second of the two paragraphs Nixon devoted to the IEC. 
"Activity," not "coordination," was very much on his mind, as was dis- 
missing all about the LEG. 

What we have already seen casts substantial doubt on the integrity 
of these Nixon nondenials presented and accepted as denials. 

Here, beginning with the date, none of it is truthful. Unless 
there is some special meaning to "create," it was not even in December 
1970* Rather it was earlier and it was a modification of the approved 
plan, necessitated by Hoover's resistance or fear of what the reaction 
and consequences would be if and when knowledge of it leaked out. 

Nixon here blundered, if getting away with it can be called blund- 
ering, because he apparently had been told that all Dean "removed" from 
the White House is "this unused plan and related documents," or what we 
assessed earlier. 

Dean took more. 

He took some of his personal correspondence. Two of these letters 
one from him and one to him, disprove Nixon's belated claim to purity 
and expose what went on within his government. 

On March 3, 1972, Dean was written by Sol Lindenbaum, whose let- 
terhead merely says "Office of Ihe Attorney General." In fact, Lindenbaum 
was Mitchell's right-hand man, his personal assistant, the man who did 
his work and substituted for him in his absence. So much did Mitchell, 
who was too busy presiding over all sorts of illicit deals, abdicate his 
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function to Lindenbaum that a whole aeriea of bugs and wiretaps that 

might have been legal were ruled illegal because Lindenbaum signed the 

authorizations instead of Mitchell. All those Ntaon "enemies" were 

thereby e*cul|fted, together with gangland figures in narcotics and 
interstate gambling. 



(The 1968 law required Mitchell- s signature. He did not even 

*11 Lindenbaum in Writin S to sign for him. They allege Mitchell merely 
told him to. The law is clear in requiring the signature of the Attorney 
General, specified by a naive Congress that never expected a Mitchell to 
be Attorney General. Its notion was there tould be protection to indi- 
viduals if the Attorney General had to give personal approval to all taps 
This and other "paperwork” errors endangered federal cases against more 
than 1,!|.00 defendants, where evidence had been gathered by improperly 
authorized taps from early 1970 until late 1971. In 159 of these cases, 
one of the two unauthorized men who signed the request instead of the 



then Criminal Division chief was Hoary Petersen, who succeeded him.) 

Lindenbaum's letter is one sentence long, a very short letter. 

Its exact selection of words should be heeded. He wrote, "The attached 
memorandum turned up in our housecleaning operation and is being returned 
to you for whatever disposition you wish to make of it.” 

He does not say what "housecleaning" or what caused any "house- 
cleaning." Perhaps it was what seems obvious, purging the files because 
Mitchell was out running the reelection campaign. He does not do what is 



normal, just throw away the trash. Dean did not need a letter of which h 
had a carbon. This was a tender matter, Lindenbaum was acting with tact 
and delicacy, letting Dean know of one copy that would not surface outsid 
the White House to plague him and/or Nixon. There was no other need to 



return it. 

What he returned to Dean 



was written September 18, 1970. It is 
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stamped on the first of its three " TOP SECRET” pages, "Office of the 

Attorney General Received Sep 2k 1970." The first sentence could hardly 
say more explicitly that Nixon lied: 

Pursuant to our conversation yesterday, September 17, 1970 I 
suggest the following procedures to commence our domestic intel- 
ligence operation as quickly as possible. 

He sent this to Mitchell, as Mitchellj£s personal stamp proves. 

It also proves Mitchell got it and its contents were also known to his 
right-hand man, off iced next to him, separated by the common reception 
room. It could not say more clearly that almost two months after Nixon 
claimed he killed the whole thing "our domestic intelligence operation® 
was very much alive and that "procedures" to "commence" it were discussed 
betwenn his Attorney General and his White House lawyer, who was 
his man in charge on domestic intelligence beginning in July. 



Dean's memo, consisting of three numbered sections and a summary, 
is three pages long. It is not necessary to quote it in full. A few 
selections say enough. 

Interagency Domestic Intelligence TJnitfc begins with a sen- 
tence that tells what Nixon did not spell out in using the word "activitj 
"A kd^y to the entire operation will be the creation of an interagency 
intelligence unit for both operational and evaluation purposes . m 

"Evaluation" is not an "activity." "Operational ... purposes" 
is. Dean put it first, too. 

It was, however, an excellent cover name, hence the cover title, 
"Intelligence Evaluation Sommittee." 

There was no need and no job for it in foreign intelligence, an 
on-going function of government divided up among existing agencies, 
some, like the CIA, well-known, others, like the National Security Agenc^ 
and the Defense Intelligence Agency, hardly known at all. 

Newspaper accounts say that General Alexander Haig, then on Nixon 
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national security staff, later Haldeman’s replacement, saw to it that 
IEG was kept out of foreign work. So it remained a domestic intelligent 
operation, all thorns but called a rose. 

The IEG was not a "coordination” function. It was, from this 
alone, a modification of the plan Nixon claims he killed. Dean says it 
was both, "both operational and evaluation." The "operational" comes 
from x;he original plan. "Evaluation" was added. 

This was not lost on Mitchell. His copy has "Operational" under- 
lined with a felt-tipped pen and there is a in the left margin oppo- 
site it. Of the obvious objections he could have had in mind, none is 
more obvious than Hoover’s well-understood opposition. The White House 
was acutely aware of this. The egomaniacal Haldeman, believing he packec 
the weight with the old bureaucratic tyrant he did with all those who 
feared him, offered to meet with Mitchell and Hoover, as Dean says in a 
postscript. 

In his first long paragraph Dean reviews what he and Mitchell had 
agreed on: "I believe we agreed it would be inappropriate to have any 

blanket removal of restrictions; rather ... based on an assessment ... 
then to proceed to remove the restraints as necessary to obtain such 
intelligence . " 

This is a polite way of saying the original plan was too dangerous 
in that Nixon authorized wholesale and limitless violation of the law 
and the Constitution, so to be more prudent, each illegality, each crime j 
would get ad hoc approval, "as necessary to obtain such intelligence" as 
Nixon wanted. 

Bear in mind that this was not f oreigh intelligence or what is 
encompassed by the paranoid’s delight, "national security." It is, ex- 
plicitly, spying on Americans within the United States, "domestic 
intelligence . " 
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It was desired that there be "the appropriate Justice Department 
cover for the domestic intelligence operation," as Dean told Mitchell, 
in "2. Housing." For this the imaginative Nixcnians found the ideal, 
am existing unit not identified in Dean’s memo because betwean him and 
Mitchell only its initials, "iDIIi" were necessary. The IBIU, or Inter- 
Departmental Information Unit, was headed by Bernard Wells, a 22-year 
former FBI agent. It had offices, phones and personnel. It was known 
to exist and to have narrow and limited nonopeaational functions. To 
the uninformed, a more innocuous -sounding name was not possible. Orwelli 
practice thrived in Nixonis Washington. 

Where IDIU was known. Dean found the exaggerated beliefs about it 
worth capitalizing: 

I believe that it is generally felt that IDIU is already a far 
more extensive intelligence operation than has been mentioned pub- 
licly, and the IDIU operation cover would eliminate the problem 
of discovering a new intelligence operation in the Department of 
Justice. 

Between these chums there was neither secret nor false pretense. 
They used the lingo of spookdom so easily they did not even put quota- 
tion marks around "cover." And, there is none of Nixon’s public hanky- 
panky about "national security." This is straight-out, "a new domestic 
intelligence operation." Domestic intelligence, translated from Nixon's 
Orwell, is "spying on Americans." 

Dean did not like the IDIU’s personnel, about whom "I have reser- 
vations." These could be met easily, by "either giving them a minor 
function within the new intelligence operation" [that Nixon-refuting 
word again, "operation!"] or "the staff [can] be completely removed." 

Except for Jim Devine, who is "not capable of any major position 
within the new intelligence operation" but "he could help perpetuate the 
cover and he has evidenced loyalty to you, the Deputy and other key 
people . " 
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Despite his strong links with, the prior Administration, " good 
old Jim Devine cannot be all that bad, not if he is so loyal to Mitchell 
Kleindienst, who was then Deputy, and their "other key people." 

This updating of the original police-state plan had another means 
of coping with if not meeting Hoover 's objection, indicated in the fore- 
going and spelled out in "3 • Assistant to the Attorney General . " 

Mitchell was to run it l He was to be spook-in-chief for Nixon, 
the man in charge of spying on American citizens! 

Dean reminds Mitchell that "we also discussed the need for you to 
have a right-hand man to assist in running this operation." 

This would mean a nice promotion for one "of five Assistant U*S. 
Attorneys who have had experience in dealing with demonstrations or riot 
cases" whose names Darlington kfoods was to submit. They were to be ex- 
perienced prosecutors who would combine "administrative skills" with "a 
sensitivity to the implications of the current radical and subversive 
movements within the United States." 

Of course, if these words are given their Nixonian meaning, there 
already was a Department of Justice Division with precisely these duties 
and it was headed by Mitchell’s own crony, Robert Mardian. It was the 
Internal Security Division, also soon kaputted because it was a dismal 
failure and there was no work for it as a separate division. This also 
says much about what Mitchell and Dean were up to for Nixon. It was not 
law— violation to be prosecuted. It is Jfonlaw— violation that was to be 
spied upon. 

There is one additional marking on the entire memo. The very end. 
where Dean concludes, "Finally ... you call weekly meetings ... to make 
certain that we are moving this program into implementation as quickly 
as possible." After the period at the end o^/this , there is a check mark, 

In this. Dean's report to Mitchell of their own "conversation" 
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of September 17, 1970, which, was almost two months after Nixon approved 
his police- state plan, and in the preceding hidden documents relating 
to it, there is nothing not encompassed by The Watergate, in the limited 
sense of the burgling and the bugging of the Democrats or in the generic 
sense of the gamut of Nixonian crimes. Prom that conversation and from 
this report on it, there is no doubt that Mitchell had direct knowledge, 
personal knowledge, from personal participation. 

Dean eliminated any doubt of Mitchell’s knowledge and more. 

Rather than NixonXs having ended this police— state instrument as he 
claimed, the Intelligence Evaluation Committee is its continuatinn by 
other means. Dean’s July 28 testimony makes it clear that the IEC idea 
was his and Mitchell’s contributions "... we decided that the best thing 
ta do was to create the IEG and that would possibly satisfy everybody's 
request to do something." 

It was to include all those included in the original plan, all 
those who participated in drawing it up. For the CIA this was precluded 
by law and for all there was no legal authority to create the IEC. Sec- 
tion i|.03 (d)(3) of Title 5 0 of the United States Code says the CIA "shall 
have no police, subpena, law enforcement powers or internal security 
functions," as he knew, and as a lawyer, as former Counsel to the Presi- 
dent, one of those who dreamed up continuing the police-state plan under 
the name of the IEG, he does "not know of any statute" that "gives the 
White House the power to set up interagency units of this kind." 

Mitchell was an Ervin committee witness. It had this Dean- 
Lindenbaum exchange. The two letters are Exhibit No. 1*1 in the commit- 
tee's record. Before the committee Mitchell pretended to be revolted by 
all such concepts and to have condemned and rejected the Liddy plan, whic 
is no more than a variant of these earlier ones in the preparation of 
which Liddy had Hunt's help. 
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Is it not odd that this committee, determined as it supposedly 
was to bring out everything in the open so the people could understand 
and the Congress would have the foundation for legislating an end to this 
kind of shbversion, did not confront Mitchell with this evidence? 

None of the members thought of confronting Nixon and his multitudi- 
nous departures from the untainted truth with this added evidence that 
his police-state planning was not dead and was not only the coordination 
of what the standing agencies did in the areas of real "national security. 

Rather was the Senate committee intent upon suppressing what it 
could of Nixon's police-state plan. It reached the ultimate in the ridicu 
lous when Ervin was questioning Dean on Thursday, July 28. Dean, remem- 
ber, was the source of these documents. If anyone’s knowledge of them 
did not have to be worried about, he is that one for he had had these 
documents in his files at the White House and thereafter. 

Irvin said, "Now, I will ask you to look at the exhibit entitled 
'Recommendations, Top Secret, Handle VIA COMINT Channels Only, Operational 
Restraints on Intelligence Collection,’ that you have there." 

Dean replied, "The top does not say recommendations on it to me. 

It has just *Top Secret Handle VIA GOMINT Channels Only Operating Re- 
straints on Intelligence Collection; and then (a) is missing ..." [sic] 

Ervin's explanation is that "parts of it were deleted that referrec 
to - that had any reference to foreign intelligence matters." 

When all he wanted to do was get Dean to admit there was no legal 
authority for the whole plan, which Dean did, and to make a pretty speech 
Irvin could not even trust Dean with untainted copies of his own files! 

Once the word about the IEC leaked out, the IEC started leaking 
about itself. Falsely, naturally. One of the more sensational stories 
had to do with its alleged demise. This was attributed to a canval^ 
among those represented on it by Henry Petersen and a collective opinion 
that it was no longer needed, according to the Baltimore Sun of May 26, 
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1973* "Intelligence Unit Is Being abolished, " The Hew York Times head- 
lined its June 1, 1973 > story attributed to "Department of Jufctice of- 
ficials . " 

Announcements of the death were premature. The same IEC was very 
much alive months later, if not kicking in public. 

One of Cox's assistants, Joseph J. Connolly, resorting to a time- 
honored official device, to have the wrong person swear to the wrong 
thing, provided the Washington court with an affidavit in answer to 
McCord's efforts to get the facts about tapping his conversations. 

It may help the reader to understand what may seem impossible to 
conceive about his government and its trickery if this is explained. It 
also says much about the office of the special prosecutor. 

Cor^olly, who had no firsthand knowledge and could not possibly 
have any, swore to what others had told him. This is hearsay. It was 
not necessary to resort to hearsay for those who told him - not under 
oath - could execute affidavits themselves. Connolly swore to what has 
no evidentiary value, that "I inquired of the following agencies of the 
Federal Government to determine whether there has been any electronic 
surveillance by any such agency ..." 

This provides a separate reading of the intentions of the special 
prosecutor. All lawyers, particularly Harvard Law School professors, 
know that evidence had to come from firsthand sources and that no evi- 
dence could come from Connolly. 

Then again in the fine tradition of hiding, Connolly swore to 
making the wrong inquiry, "of conversations of defendant James W. McCord, 
Jr. (a/ji^a Edward J. Warren and Edward J. Martin), or any electronic 
surveillance of conversations occurring on premises known to have been 
owned, leased, or licensed by him..." 

Great! McCord swore to not having used any of his own phones 
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and to having used pay phones, so the ’’investigation” was bound to pro- 
duce a negative. His evidence is that he had conversations from pay 
phones with the Chilean and Israeli Embassies and received a call from 
Chile. So Connolly arranged for his "investigation^ that had nothing 
to do with Chile or the two embassies. It was designed to yield a denial. 
A denial of the wrong question is a meaningless denial. A failure to ask 
the right questions is a meaningful revelation about those who do not ask 
them. 

Nor did Cox's office ask the right agencies. They list 12. The 
list does not include the National Security Agency, the Defense Intelli- 
gence Agency, or any of the military-intelligence services. 

It also does not include the I1C. It does include "1. Special 
Investigations Unit of the Whfifee House," the partner of IEG. It would 
seem that a corpse cannot talk. Nixon’s SIU lives. 

Connolly filed this affidavit October 16, 1973* That is one day 
after the nondemise of IEC was certified to Federal Judge Damon J. Keith 
in Detroit in the case ofj"fhe Detroit 15,” Weathermdn, allegedly the most 
radical. The Justice Department dropped that prosecution, too, rather 
than comply with the law by delivering the evidence ordered by the judge 
as necessary to the defense. This was still another in the string of 
defeats for the paranoids in Washington. 

On June 5> which was prior to Dean's testimony, the judge had or- 
dered the government to produce what seems like exactly the end purpose 
of this police- state plan allegedly abandoned three years earlier. In 
the words of The New York Times report, the government was ordered "to 
disclose whether it had used burglaries, sabotage, electronic surveillance 
agents provocateurs or other 'espionage techniques' against the Weathermer 
Rather than do this, the government asked that the case be dismisse 
Gerald Lef court, burglarized, burned-out counsel for the defendants 
told a news conference after the case was dismissed a "hearing would have 
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shown that" this "1970 plan ... had actually been put into effect." 

Among those federal agencies to which fudge Keith directed his 
order is "the Intelligence Evaluation Unit of the Department of Justice.' 

Judicial orders cannot be issued to the dead. 

Nixon’s IEG was not dead. An effort was made to make it seem 
dead. The Senate committee had and did not use many chances to use the 
foregoing and other proofs that Nixon did not ever intend to kill it. 

There were few occasions on which the committee more desperately 
needed something with which to restrain the aggressive, rude and arrogant 
men close to Nixon than when Pat Buchanan, his staff braintruster and 
specialist in the nastier and more uninhiMted speeches and statements 
appeared before it. When he did, on Wednesday, September 26, 1973, he 
launched immediately into another stage of the ongoing Nixon counter- 
offensive, predictable as grand strategy from any knowledge of Nixon or 
of Chotmerism and certain from any understanding of Buchanan’s person- 
ality and Nixonian role. He began by deliberately and pointedly insult- 
ing the committee and ran on finding everyone else guilty of almost 
anything there was to be guilty of and Nixon and company, especially 
himself, pure and innocent. 

There was nothing against which he did not inveigh. Consideration 
of truth, even contact with reality, were no limitation. Whatever he and 
Nixon wanted to be true to justify their preconceptions and arts he just 

spouted out as though it were established fact. Nobody interrupted or 
questioned him. 

Colson had tried to get the Brookings Institution bombed by the 
Caulfield mob as a means of Nixonian retribution and as a cover for 
burglarizing it. Brookings was an "enemy" and Goleon a member of the mob 
so Buchanan went after foundations, especially Brookings and Ford. 

It goes without saying that to the Buchanan mind scholarly insti- 
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tutions and foundations were much worse if he could apply to them the 
words "radical" or "peace." One is the other to him. It was still more 
attractive to him and the diminishing Nixon following if all this alleged 
evil could be connected with Democrats; and of Democrats, most of all 
those supporters of McGovern or those connected with "prior administra- 
tions," as Dean had put it. 

Well, two of the leaders in the early days of the peace movement 
are soft-spoken ^awyers and accredited scholars who enjoy the admirable 
prerequisites of having worked in the John Kennedy White House. They 
are Marcus Raskin and Richard Barnet, co-directors of what to Buchanan 
is radical and to the standard press is a "left-^f^ing think tank," the 
Institute for Policy Studies. What made Raskin in particular a perfect 
target for Buchanan and those for whom he spoke is not so much the fact 
that he had been indicted for anti-war activism with that dangerous baby- 
doctor Spock and that menacing Yale chaplain Coffin as it is that Raskin 
was the first acquitted, by the jury, not on appeal. 

So Buchanan balled it all up in justification of the misuse of the 
IRS to hurt those Nixon does not like to make many false accusations 
against the Institute. He went entirely unchallenged, although it would 
seem that anyone who lived in Washington as long as had the committee’s 
members and staff and read the papers should have recalled that the basis 
of Buchanan’s attack on the IPS and the Ford Foundation, the former under 
ground paper. The Quicksilver Times , was long dead. Its demise had been 
extensively reported. 

As with Mitchell, the committee did not ask Buchanan the obvious 
question, was his diatribe the fruit of precisely the work assigned to 
any of the variants of Nixon's domestic-spying plans'! Was it part of 
that Nixonian "Special Service" Gestapo inside the Internal Revenue Ser- 
vice? Did Hunt lend his unique genius and his very brown coloration to 
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his facts, just about all of which wece nonfacts? A more perfect appli- 
cation of all that is visualized by any of these plans than Buchanan's 
"facts" and his use of them is hard to imagine. But he was undeterred 
by the committee. It asked no question to obtain his "proof" of this 
recklessness . 

All of the abuses of all of the plans were laid to the Nixon ad- 
ministration by the IP^ after Buchanan's coast-to-coast on TV, courtesy- 
of- the -committee, libels and falsification. The IPS supplied its refuta- 
tions under oath, which amounts to a direct challenge to the Nixon who 
runs the Department of Justice as a personal property to confront it on 
fact by charging perjury if it swore falsely. 

Buchanan and his implementation of The Plan can be addressed most 
economically by reference to the IPS response of October 3, as reported 
a week later in The Washington Post . 

Where the Institute charged "infiltration," "surveillance," break- 
ing and entering, theft, interference with its mail (by stealing it), 
"monitoring the checking account of the Institute to determine where its 
money was going, £ and other parts of the Nixon plans and the Hunt-Liddy 
operation, its sources could not have been better. The FBI agent who 
worked on them and others like them quit in disgust. He is Robert N. 
Wall, who went public when he quit. He remains unrefuted in his allega- 
tions that are an exact duplication of the plan Nixon says he killed. 
(Wall's first extensive public account was in The New York Review of Book 
This was followed by a two-part series in The Washington Post 's Sunday 
raagaqj^e of March 5 and 12, 1972.) 

That the IRS "Special Service Bureau" was in on the anti-IPS 
operation is in accord with The Plan as is the fact that Raskin, Barnet 
and the IPS all are on Nixon's official "Enemies " list. Its affidavit 
says IPS has been audited by IRS "ever since the Nixon administration 
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took office." And, IPS has been told by IRS that it may lose its tax- 
exempt status, which is another way of saying it is about to be assas- 
sinated . 

All the IPS toll phone-call records were obtained by the FBI, 
which is Nixonian but also improper. So all those phoned by anyone on 
any IPS phone were known to, listed by and computerized by the FBI. The 
FBI was so determined to hound the IPS that when Agent Wall found no 
reason for pfroper interest and closed out that investigation, another 
agent quietly reopened it. 

The FBI "infiltrated agents and informants and on at least one 
occasion joined with a member of the metropolitan police department in 
the theft of documents from the institute." As Huston and Nixon both 
said, this is criminal. With the Nixon of The Plan running the police 
and prosecutors, this crime became noncriminal and was unpunished. 

IPS also had a sworn confession from Robert Merritt, who used the 
alias "Chandler." He saps* worked for the Treasury Department, in addi- 
tion to the FBI and the local police. Merritt confessed participating 
in the thefts he described and reported. 

Long before any of this came out, from knowing Raskin and Barnet, 
I knew of what The Post did not report, another f!Sl t of The Plan used 
against IPS, siccing Congressional committees on it. 

That they had been bugged and tapped came out earlier, when bidder 
records of secret FBI tapping mysteriously appeared at the White House. 
These are those files Sullivan and the Mitchellisti feared Hoover would 
use to blackmail Nixon. 

If this kind of abuse never gets past the years-old embarrassment 
stage, it does not have to last much longer to bankrupt this institution 
of legitimate and widely published scholarship that Nixon et al. just do 
not like because it disagrees with their articles of faith. 
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If tils tax-exempt status is withdrawn, that, of course, would be 
the end. Meanwhile, the endless harassment itself is a serious impedi- 
ment to any kind of work and a major drain on limited financing. 

Again, an example of implementation of The Plan covering most of 
its elements would be difficult to find. The charges were uncontested 
after the filing of the affidavit proving Nixon's spokesman Buchanan a 
liar as they were when Wall earlier exposed what the FBI was doing. 

That the IPS funded The Quicksilver Times is denied under oath, 
a crime if false. 

Rather than The Ford Foundation funding the Institute, it had 
given ane small grant nine years earlier , for and used for seminars on 
the Alliance for Progress, a program officially sponsored by the federal 
government. This, if a false swearing, is also a crime about which Nixor 
could do something. 

Faced with this point -by-point refutation, Buchanan did not go 
rushing into print and before TV cameras with his "proof," which means 
proof of his own integrity. 

His false swearing, the false basis for false testimony and 
right-extremist propaganda, got coast-to-coast TV coverage. Typically, 
the refutation got scant, inside-page treatment where it was reported at 
all. 

In an earlier case of official perjury and subornation of perjury 
by those under him I asked Mitchell when he was Attorney General "who 
prosecutes the prosecutor?" When crime is official crime, do those of- 
ficials who commit the crime punish themselves? 

Rarely, and then only when no alternative remains. 

The persecution of the IPS and its personnel is not unique. 

There are so many cases they cannot possibly be catalogued. Even the 
spooks cannot catalogue them completely because the same thing is also 
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done, with impunity, by the local Gestapos and the numerous amateur 
Gestapos of the ultra right and private detective and police agencies. 

It is here an appropriate illustration because Buchanan swore falsely 
about it. It is appropriate because IPS is and for years has been a 
victim of the Nixon Gestapo. 

It makes no difference whether this was under ^lan A, Plan B or 
Plan C; by the FBI alone, or with the Congressional withh-hunters, or 
the local police; with or without the Treasury; with or without separate 
IRS investigation; whether Caulfield crossed over intdt it, with or with- 
out his official and unofficial Ulasewiczes; or whether Hunt, Liddy, both 
or others unknown of their ilk and function duplicated. 

The fact is that it and countless other cases like it did happen 
under Nixon. 

Plan or no plan, that it happened is enough. That it coincides 
so perfectly with every Nixon plan, those he claims he killed and those 
he does not admit to, is too much. 

That it does happen, an everyday occurrence and is regarded by 
the criminals who do it not as crime but as their proper, official duty - 
yea, patriotic duty - is terrifying. That it is official; that crime is 
ordered officially, committed officially and protected officially, with 
only the victims persecuted and prosecuted, does warrant comparison with 
Hitler, no matter how violently and eloquently Nixonians protest that 
comparison. Official criminality was^ Hitler hallmark and it is a Nixon 
hallmark. 

That all this was unexposed - even uninvestigated - by the official 
Senate investigation is not comforting. It does not assure that this 
committee was diligent in pursuit of its obligations when a system of 
society and the rights and freedoms of all Americans hang in the balance. 
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Precisely as Hitler and Ihe minor Hitlers had done but in an 
Amenform way, Nixon organized the immeasurable federal power against 
citizens who disagreed with him or whom he fearddd The consequence was 
as precisely Hitlerian, the difference being between the two systems and 
the unalike situations in the two countries. It was authoritarianism. 

There was too limit to the detail, to the fineness with which the effort 
was pursued. 

In the formalized "enemies” lists over which Nixon's dirty-works 
’assistant counsel" presided, Charles Colson focused federal power on 
those not "loyal" to Nixon, Colson's designation. The range of "enemies" 
was from the poor beset by Nixon's pressured Internal Revenue Service 
to the sports and arts luminaries on Colson's blacklist. 

IRS was used to harass those the White House did not like. 

The Democrats' mail was opened and Xeroxed, as several Democratic 
leaders, including Thomas P. O'Neill, House majority leader, exposed. 

In Maryland, CRIEPs tried to get carbon copies of records of those 
who voted for comparison with those known to be pro-Nixon, to see if his 
loyalists had been so unfaithful as not to vote. Hitler's version was 
called "vote Jai" in this country. Nixon’s variant was frustrated only 
because a former United States Attorney under "the Democrats took the 
issue to court and got a court order against it. 

Federal agencies "bugged" and monitored employees' phone calls, 
some letting it be known to the employees, an overt intimidation. 

Political campaign money was spent to form and to misrepresent 
public opinion, to make it appear to support such Nixon acts as the bomb- 
ing of Haiphong. Hunt even told Barker to get his Cubans to send tele- 
grams of support and approval the day before Nixon made that speech, when 



even the Congress was unaware of its contents. 

When in 1971 McGovern described official Nixon acts like this and 
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his indiscriminate bombing in Indochina as "the most barbarous act of 
modern times" except for "Hitler’s extermination of the Jewish people" 
and followed that in August 1972, after the initial and limited Water- 
gate exposures, by again making a Hitler analogy, he was severely con- 
demned by Hixonians who remained sensitive on this Gestapo comparison. 

In his September 26 appearance before the Ervin committee, Pat Buchanan 
made repeated, uncontested misuse of this comparison. 

Ho American can like the comparison. But how much more than this 
incomplete citation of a record more than long enough for an overly-long 
book on the subject of this chapter does it require to justify the com- 
parison? As Establishmentarians of the Fortune character used the 
epithet, so also did Establishmentarians of the authentic police and 
political worlds. 

There are moral and ethical questions Americans have avoided. 

If the police state and his Gestapo were monstrous under Hitler, 
if excesses in Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin America are to be con- 
demned, can Americans continue to remain tolerant of and silent about 
the same excesses which differ not in principle and form but in degree? 

There are moral and ethical questions about the Senate’s hearings 
and all those fine speeches by the ^members. 

Ervin, remember, had said on May 31, prior to his own use of them, 
that "these documents" would be a "great shock to the American people if 
they were released." He himself had "released" them by making them part 
of the official, public record of his committee. The committee had made 
a "release" of some pages to selected, favored reporters on June 25* 

They refused this public record to me and to a Senator seeking them for 
me. This is not a simple favoritism. It is suppression - by those who 
bewail it while allegedly exposing it. 
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Prior to making part of the record these documents like no others 
in United States history the committee removed what it considered might 
deal with "national security." Its concept of the national security is 
not as far from Nixon’s as its press would lead the average citizen to 
believe. When Howard Hunt blurted out that the GIA engaged in domestic 
intelligence and that no new laws were needed to prevent this because 
the laws exist, instead of questioning him then and there, on nationwide 
TV, the vice chairman moved, the chairman ruled and every member of the 
committee agreed that this illegality, this proscribed spying on Ameri- 
cans and denying theralhe most elemental Constitutional rights, was a 
matter of "national security." It then heard Hunt briefly in secret 
session during its noon recess Wednesday, September 26. I had offered 
proof of this to Ervin and his constitutional rights subcommittee two 
and a half years earlier, on several occasions. In response to one of 
these offers, the first, I got a nice form letter but no expression of 
interest. This was repeated at the outset of The Watergate investigation 
In its way this is as authoritarian as the Gestapo plan itself T 
Because Nixon’s plan is so authoritarian, so American a copy of 
European totalitarianism, an assessment of his record in regard to author: 
tarianism is appropriate. Like everything else, it is all publcly avail- 
able but the media did not put it together for the people, the older ones 
who did not remember or never knew and the younger, who did not live 
through it or had not studied it. 

Por those Americans who could not understand how there could be a 
Hitler in as civilized a nation as Germany, which for so long symbolized 
the best in the arts and science, a true leader in man’s emerging civili- 
zation, this provides a partial answer as it thrusts forward 
added moral and ethical questions not addressed. 

In fact, they were ignored. 
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The papers to which advance indications and then partial texts 
of Nixon's Gestapo plan were leaked were content with their "scoops.” 
Neither they nor other papers nor any magazine of fchich I am aware tried 

to give context for popular understanding without which representative 
society cannot work. 

None tried to put it all together, a fundamental prerequisite 
when, as all knew, Nixon dissembled about it, intending to deceive the 
people and through the abdication of the media was able to. 

Timothy Crouse observed the press at the Srvin hearings. His ac- 
count of the coverage appeared in Rolling Stone of September 13, 1973. 
Toward the end he wrote: 

• mos ^ striking thing about much of the press conversation 

in the Caucus Room is the striking similarity to SDS [Students 
if a P e ™°cratic Society, a radical student group] talk of the 
late Sixties. Otherwise mild-mannered reporters start using ex- 
pressions like "Nazi," "Fascist" and "fucking liar" every time 
they glance at the Witness Chair. One morning during Bhrlichman 
week, three of the most responsible reporters in Washington stood 
around and discussed at least half seriously the possibility of 
s ^ a |p- n § a coup. Clark Mollenhoff [Des Moines Register 

and Tribune / who had quit as^pecial counsel to Nixon], Jack 

Nelson, the Los Angeles Times ace investigative reporter, and 
Richard Dudman, a veteran correspondent for the St. Louis Post 
Dispatch, calmly discussed the odds that Nixon would declare 
martial law, that the Army would be loyal, that the Attorney 
General would back the President and the Supreme Court would go 
along. 0 

„ " He couldn't get away with it," Mollenhoff said finally, 

'cause the press and the country aren't going to sit still for 
it • 

"Besides," Dudman said quietly, "Nixon isn't hatfl the man 
Hitler was . " ^ 

The German press - andrf the American press - did "sit still for" 

Hitler. 

These are the true beliefs of the moBe respected reporters, and 
not theirs alone. 

Did you read any of this in your paper? Did you hear it on 
radio or TV? 

"Objectivity" is a false god. 
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For the United States, these clandestine Presidential illegalities 
were as subversive as Hitler's early subversion of traditional German 
belief and law. Americans and their leaders were and remained silent, 
asking none of the questions that had to be asked about this plan in all 
its variations and "specific" illegalities pursuant to it. Amiable 
Senator Sara pontificated pleasingly, professing great shock, and then 
proceeded to do his part in suppressing both details and understanding. 

He and his fellow eminences failed to investigate this, failed to make 
the most rudimentary inquiry about the atypical crimes entirely con- 
sistent with it when they had suspects on their witness stand and the 
nation glued to the tube. They did not ask a single witness the obvious 
question, was not The Watergate, in any sense, as consistent with this 
police- state plan as anything could be? 

What is true of the Senators is true of their staffs of both 
parties. They were there, they were silent. 

They did not even call the Cuban stormtroopers other than Baker. 

And their interrogations of him and Hunt were farcical. 

When McCord, a military participant in a military operation ob- 
viously improper and obviously in accord with this police-state design, 
was before the committee and answering all questions, he was asked none 
about this . 

All those apt quotations from the Scripture but none about the 
casting of motes l 

In all the United States, among all 200,000,000 people, there 
was no small voice with the termer ity of the lad who told the emperor 
he was not wearing fine clothes. Once Nixon said he had canceled his 
approval of an American Gestapo, despite the total lack of proof he had 
rescinded it and after official investigations failed to turn up any 
proof that he had, even his supposedly strongest critics accepted and 
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repeated as incontestable fact that he had ended his police-state 
machine. 

The fact that he had Huston and others in the White House and 
all his top spooks work for ajyear to develop his fascist plan is not 
enough, not in itself fascism? 

•^ke fact that he did approve this fascist plan of his own crea- 
tion - whether or not he later withdrew it - is not in itself fascism? 

The record of crimes in his interest alone if not on his order, 
crimes that are the perfect execution of this plan - and The Watergate 
as a generic and in what was done to the Democrats comes right from 
that plan - is not in itself fascism? 

There was much to cover up; This authoritarianism, the grim 
reality that he had approved the means of the police state, and his 
participation in the covering-up of all, including the chronology of 
the known and reported crimes. 




